
Letter 14 Responses to Letter 14

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-1 As discussed in the EIS (Section 2.3), current site conditions are being managed under
several regulatory programs. In particular, pursuant to a state water pollution control
permit, the NDEP has established a compliance schedule, which requires the submittal of
work plans prescribing requirements for assuring compliance with applicable
environmental standards. Please also see the response to comment 13-5.

14-2 Comment noted.

14-3 The BLM believes that the Proposed Action, with appropriate mitigation would not violate
federal or state water quality laws. The Proposed Action contains several components
that would protect and improve ground water and surface water quality and would
address many current site conditions. As mitigated, the BLM does not believe that the
Proposed Action would cause unnecessary or undue degradation. The BLM would
require that appropriate financial sureties are in place prior to project startup to ensure
that all required mitigation and reclamation requirements are satisfied. Consistent with
the BLM’s regulatory obligations, those requirements would be included as a condition to
a Record of Decision approving the Phoenix Project. Please also see the responses to
comments 3-4, 13-30, and 13-41.
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14-4

14-5

14-6

14-3
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14-4 Comment noted. Please see the responses to comment letters 11, 13, and 15.

14-5 Please see the responses to comments 13-5 and 14-1.

14-6 Please see the responses to comments 13-4, 13-5, and 14-1.
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14-7

14-8

14-9

14-10
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14-7 Comment noted.

14-8 As discussed in the EIS (Section 2.3.1) and in the responses to comments 13-5 and 14-
1, current site conditions are being managed under the appropriate regulatory programs.
Several aspects of the Proposed Action are designed specifically to address and improve
certain site conditions that have resulted from historic mining activities in the area. As
part of any approved action, the BLM would require implementation of appropriate
measures, such as the Contingent Long-term Groundwater Management Plan, to ensure
the protection of ground water resources.

14-9 As described in Section 8.1 of the Waste Rock Management Plan (Brown and Caldwell
2000d), testing of blasthole cuttings samples would be conducted using a 24-hour
reporting deadline during mining to provide data that would be used, together with visual
observations, to determine the characteristics and placement of waste rock. The BLM
criterion of an ANP:AGP ratio greater than 3:1 is used to identify rocks that require kinetic
testing to further characterize their actual acid generating properties (BLM 1997). Please
also see the response to comment 1-16 for a description of how the criterion for
segregation of potentially acid-generating and neutral waste rock was developed.

14-10 A thicker cap is proposed for the unlined waste rock facilities because they are located at
higher elevations with higher precipitation and potential net infiltration rates. In addition, in
contrast to the unlined waste rock facilities, the tailings facilities would be constructed
with geosynthetic liners that would serve to substantially restrict the seepage of leachate
from the tail ings facilities.
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14-10

14-11

14-12

14-13

14-14

14-15

14-16
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14-11 The amendment of submerged pit backfill with neutralizing and reducing material would
minimize the impact of the pit backfill on downgradient ground water quality. The
Contingent Long-term Groundwater Management Plan (Brown and Caldwell 2000c)
provides additional assurance that oxidation products that might migrate from the
backfilled pits would be captured.

14-12 Please see the response to comment 13-24.

14-13 As documented in the EIS (Section 2.5), the BLM did consider a broad range of potential
alternatives. Those alternatives were evaluated to determine whether they would be
environmentally preferable. Alternatives suggested in comments on the Draft EIS have
been further evaluated and addressed in those responses. The BLM has considered
numerous mitigation measures that it believes would protect the environment and avoid
unnecessary or undue degradation. Appropriate mitigation requirements would be
included in a BLM Record of Decision. Please also see the response to comment 13-48.

14-14 The BLM believes a reasonable range of alternatives was identified and analyzed in the
EIS. The BLM also believes the rationale was adequate for the elimination of the
alternatives identified in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft EIS. Please also see the responses to
comments 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, 13-6, 13-45, 13-52, 15-2, and 15-4 regarding other suggested
alternatives.

14-15 It is the conclusion of the BLM, with all of the supporting analyses, that there is the
potential for long-term impacts to water quality after reclamation. To address these
potential impacts, BMG, at the BLM’s request, developed the Contingent Long-term
Groundwater Management Plan (Brown and Caldwell 2000c) to monitor, capture, and
treat affected water, and developed the long-term financial assurance to provide sufficient
funds if implementation is needed, in accordance with 43 CFR §3809.552 (c). Please
also see the response to comment 1-5 regarding cost assumptions.

14-16 Please see the response to comment 13-27.
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14-16

14-17

14-18

Letter 14 Continued

14-17 Please see the response to comment 11-3.

14-18 Please see the response to comment 13-33.
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14-18

14-19

14-20

14-21

14-22

14-23

14-25

14-24

14-26
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14-19 Please see the response to comment 1-33.

14-20 All tailings and heap leach fluids would be managed to ensure there is no unpermitted
discharge to the environment. Currently, BMG contemplates using forced evaporation to
manage any draindown. This method is the basis for the bond cost estimate submitted by
BMG to the BLM. Final selection and details of a draindown management method would
be included in a final closure plan required by BMG’s state water pollution control permit
2 years prior to decommissioning of all facilities, including the tailings facility. The final
closure plan would contain a more refined estimate of draindown solution volumes and
water quality than is available prior to facility construction and operation.

14-21 Please see the response to comment 14-20.

14-22 Sections 3.2.2.1 (Water Quality Impacts) and 3.2.4 (Monitoring and Mitigation Measures)
of the Final EIS have been modified to address the potential for acid rock drainage from
roadways and other disturbed areas.

14-23 The discussion of monitoring in Section 2.4.21.16, Monitoring of the Reclaimed Site, also
references the Water Resources Monitoring Plan and the Contingent Long-term
Groundwater Management Plan. A more complete discussion of proposed water
resources monitoring programs and additional monitoring to be required by the BLM is
included in Section 3.2.4 of the Final EIS.

14-24 Additional detail regarding the proposed monitoring and mitigation plans is provided in
Section 3.2.4 of the EIS; detailed descriptions of the monitoring and mitigation plans are
provided in the technical documents cited in Section 3.2.4.

14-25 The proposed schedule for sampling of the tailings fluids is specified in mitigation
measure WR-8 in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS.

14-26 Mitigation measure WR-3 (Section 3.2.4) specifies that if surface water and ground water
monitoring indicate that flow reductions have occurred or are likely to occur, BMG would
be responsible for preparing a detailed site-specific plan to enhance or replace the
affected perennial water resources. It is important to understand that the predicted
impacts to flows discussed in the EIS were based on the results of numerical ground
water modeling. Because of the simplified assumptions used in these types of models, it
is not possible to predict with certainty which perennial water sources would or would not
be impacted. In recognition of the model uncertainty, and the fact that highly variable
conditions exist across the area, a comprehensive monitoring plan (Water Resources
Monitoring Plan, Brown and Caldwell 2000e) and supplemental monitoring and mitigation
measures WR-1, WR-2 and WR-3, would be used to provide early detection of impacts
(or potential impacts) to ground water and surface water resources. These monitoring
data would provide the basis for development of site-specific plans to address the
hydrogeologic and hydrologic conditions of the affected water resource.
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14-26

14-27

14-28

14-29

14-31

14-30

14-32

14-33

14-34

14-35
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14-27 Table 2-9 in the EIS is a summary table of all predicted project impacts and the
monitoring and mitigation measures designed to address them and was not meant to
provide comprehensive information. Details regarding monitoring and mitigation are
provided in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS.

14-28 The text of mitigation measure W-8 in Section 3.5.4 of the Final EIS has been expanded
to indicate the full array of mitigation measures to be implemented to prevent wildlife
exposure to potentially toxic water sources in the tailings impoundment.

14-29 The South Optional Use Area is located in the same general geologic setting (alluvial fan)
as the existing adjacent tailings facilities. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume, for the
purpose of the EIS analysis, that the general foundation conditions are likely to be similar
to the adjacent facilities (Golder Associates 2000a). Regardless of the assumptions used
in the EIS, mitigation measure G-1 was developed by the BLM to ensure that prior to
constructing any process facility within the Optional Use Area, a geotechnical
investigation must be performed and an appropriate design developed to demonstrate
that facilities constructed in this area would be stable during both the operation and
postclosure periods.

14-32 Mitigation measure G-2 in Section 3.1.4 provides for measures to minimize potential
impacts to adjacent facilities associated with potential long-term slope instability in the pit
walls.

14-33 Conceptual design information was reviewed, and the BLM believes that enough
information was available to adequately evaluate the impacts of the proposed facility
relative to other alternatives. Mitigation measure G-1 further requires BMG to provide
detailed geotechnical stability information for BLM review and approval.

14-34 As stated previously, Mitigation measures G-2 in Section 3.1.4 provides for measures to
mitigate potential impacts to adjacent facilities associated with potential long-term slope
instability of the pit walls. Under mitigation measure G-2, the final setback distance of any
facility would be modified as necessary to minimize potential risk to these facilities during
both operation and postclosure periods. This would include either modifications to the
final pit rim location or adjusting the facility location to provide for adequate setback.
Mitigation measure G-2 has been modified in the Final EIS to state that potential failures
that occur to pit rims would, not should, be considered in determining the design setback
distance near existing or proposed waste rock facilities.

14-30 The statement referenced in the comment refers to the fact that a seismic deformation
analysis was not available for review for the proposed expansion of the Heap Leach Pad.
The BLM addressed this issue in mitigation measure G-1 in the Draft EIS, which required
that a “…deformation analysis would be performed on the Reona Heap Leach Facility
and the design would be modified, if necessary, to demonstrate that this facility would not
fail during a Maximum Credible Earthquake.” After the Draft EIS was completed, the
additional geotechnical analyses for the Reona Heap Leach Facility identified in
mitigation measure G-1 was completed and incorporated into the Final EIS as discussed
in response to comment 3-23.

14-31 As summarized in Section 2.3.2, under the No Action alternative, existing facilities
(including the tailings facilities) would be closed and reclaimed in accordance with current
permits and applicable federal and state closure and reclamation requirements. Planned
reclamation measures for the tailings include surface recontouring and revegetation. The
reclamation design is intended to reduce infiltration and minimize erosion of reclaimed
slopes to promote long-term physical stability of the tailings.
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14-35

14-36

Letter 14 Continued

14-35 The text referenced was modified in the Final EIS to delete the word “probably.” Baseline
water resource studies used to support the EIS included an inventory (description, flow
measurement, and water quality data) of all springs, seeps and perennial streams located
within the region surrounding the project. Stream flow data were collected over 2 or more
years at most of the identified springs, seeps, and stream monitoring locations. The
surface water baseline data were adequate to: (1) identify the surface water resources
located throughout the region, and (2) identify surface water resources that could
potentially be affected from mine-induced drawdown.

14-36 Please see the responses to comments 13-3, 13-46, and 13-47.
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14-36

14-38

Letter 14 Continued

14-37

14-37 Please see the response to comment 13-48.

14-38 Please see the response to comment 13-49.
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14-38

14-40

Letter 14 Continued

14-39

14-39 Please see the response to comment 13-50.

14-40 Comments noted. Please see prior responses to comments in this letter addressing these
“conclusions” in detail.
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